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COMMENTER 293 LAURA SELLMER 
   Dated: January 30, 2006 

Response 1 

All comments received in writing or provided at the public meetings will be responded to in 
writing. Copies of all the comments received, as well as the responses to those comments have 
been posted on the City web site (www.longbeach.gov). In addition, paper copies have been 
provided to each of the libraries in the City of Long Beach, as well as the main library in the 
cities of Lakewood and Signal Hill. Notices of the availability of the responses to comments 
have been sent to all the commenters, as well as to other individuals that have signed up to be 
on the notification list.  

Response 2 

The initial set of responses to comments were posted on the City’s web site on April 24, 2006. 
This remaining set of nine comments, which were forwarded to the environmental consultant but 
did not get included in the original transmittal, were posted on May 10, 2006. Section 15088 of 
the CEQA Guidelines requires a written proposed response to a public agency on comments 
made by that public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental impact report. 
The Guidelines do not specify any timeframe for public review of the responses to comments or 
need to distribute the responses to the public. CEQA does not have any maximum time for 
review of the Final EIR. However, Section 15108 of the CEQA Guidelines, states, “With a 
private project, the Lead Agency shall complete and certify the final EIR as provided in Section 
15090 within one year after the date when the Lead Agency accepted the application as 
complete. Lead Agency procedures may provide that the one-year time limit may be extended 
once for a period of not more than 90 days upon consent of the Lead Agency and the applicant.” 
This project does not have a private applicant. 

Response 3 

The selection of the Proposed Project as the environmentally superior alternative is discussed in 
Topical Response 3.1.4. The assumption that the smallest alternative or the No Project 
alternative is the environmentally superior alternative just because it is the smallest does not 
consider the function of the building and the ability of the project to meet the established project 
objectives. If the building does not adequately accommodate the passengers associated with 
the minimum number of flights, it would not accomplish the goals established when undertaking 
the project. If the holdrooms and screening areas are too limited, it would strain the ability of the 
project to meet the basic objective of maximizing safety and security of passengers, visitors, 
and tenants by adhering to Transportation Security Administration, FAA and all applicable State 
and local standards including the City’s fire, building, and safety codes. 

It should be noted, that the commenter incorrectly infers that the smaller terminal building would 
reduce the impact on previously undeveloped open space (Parcel O). The development of 
Parcel O is associated with the displacement of general aviation aircraft to accommodate the 
aircraft parking spaces. This parcel has been designated for development for general aviation 
tie downs and hangars. This parcel has limited value as open space. It is not accessable to the 
public, has no biological resources, and does not provide any scenic value. 

The size of the Proposed Project would not have an influence of the viability of the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance. Please see Topical Response 3.1.1 regarding the relationship of the 
Proposed Project to the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance. 
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Response 4 

The HNTB 2004 study was referenced in the EIR because this analysis was done as part of the 
scoping process for the EIR. This study used to establish the projected minimum facility needed 
at the Airport based on the projected number of passengers and industry standards for Airport 
facilities. HNTB presented their findings as a basis from which alternatives could be developed. 
They presented both optimum and reduced facilities alternatives. The EIR did consider only the 
alternatives by the City Council; however, when determining the projects ability to meet the 
project objectives, the full demand should be considered. It is recognized that it is within the 
City’s prerogative to select alternatives that may not fully meet demand, though this does not 
reduce the inherent demand associated with up to 4.2 million annual passengers. The need to 
be able to meet applicable codes and standards still has been established as part of the project 
objectives. The commenter provides no basis for the conclusion that the HNTB study findings 
are biased.  

Response 5 

The noise contours do take into account landings and take offs from both directions, as well as 
the military aircraft utilizing the Airport. The methodology for developing the noise contours is 
described on page 3.6-11 of the Draft EIR. Aircraft flight patterns, number of operations, and 
types of aircraft are used to develop the noise contours. The commenter does not provide the 
source for the statement, “…the public has just recently learned, that the noise calculations 
disregard the nigh (sic) level of noise when a jet is taking off and landing and aircraft wheels on 
the ground;” therefore, it is not possible to provide further clarification to this basis for this 
statement.  

Response 6 

The Final Protocol for Conducting an Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk 
Assessment for the Long Beach Airport (Draft EIR, Appendix C, Attachment A), was reviewed 
and approved by the SCAQMD, the agency with expertise in this area. In their professional 
opinion, there was no need to do air quality sampling to assess the potential effect of the 
Proposed Project. There is further discussion of the methodology for the air quality analysis in 
Topical Response 3.1.5. 

The Draft EIR did evaluate lead as a criteria pollutant, as well as a toxic air contaminent. 
Specifically, on page 3.2-3, the Draft EIR states, “Metal speciation profiles are distinct for turbine 
and piston aircraft. For piston aircraft, lead is the only major metal pollutant, due to the use of 
leaded aviation gas. The lead specification for 100LL (0.56 g/gal) was used to estimate lead 
emissions from piston aircraft. For turbines, a profile was developed from elemental analysis of 
Jet A fuel conducted by the U.S. Navy (Shumway 2000). The elemental analysis is included in 
the protocol Attachment A of the Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk 
Assessment for the Long Beach Airport (refer to Appendix C).” Again on page 3.2-12, it states, 
“The analysis identified eleven TACs of concern for Airport-related sources, including diesel 
particulate matter (PM), acrolein, formaldehyde, 1-3-butadiene, benzene, chromium VI, 
acetaldehyde, lead, and manganese, cobalt and napthalene.” Again on Page 3.2-12, the EIR 
states, “The analysis identified three multi-pathway TACs of concern polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs), dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, and lead. All of these TACs have MP factors 
greater than one, suggesting that non-inhalation exposure pathways could be important.” There 
are many other references to lead in the health risk assessments, as well as in the public 
presentations made in November and December 2005.  
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Response 7 

The fact that the EIR was addressing the impacts associated with the commuter flights was not 
“buried under a topic Airport Advisory Committee” as the commenter indicates. This was 
identified as a key assumption of the document. It is discussed in multiple locations throughout 
the EIR, including at a minimum seven times prior to the referenced discussion under the Airport 
Advisory Committee.  

 In Section 1.0, Executive Summary there are the following references to commuter flights: 

• Section 1.4, Project Description, “The terminal area improvements are being designed to 
accommodate the 41 airline flights and 25 commuter flights, passengers associated with 
those flights, and security requirements imposed by TSA. This number of flights is 
already permitted by Chapter 16.43 of the Municipal Code.” 

• Section 1.4, Project Description, “Though not a component of the Proposed Project, the 
EIR also addresses the impacts associated with up to 52 commercial flights and full 
utilization of 25 commuter flights. At the time the baseline for this EIR was established, 
there were no commuter flights operating out of the Airport. Subsequently, America West 
has initiated daily commuter flights and Delta and Smooth Flight Holdings have been 
conditionally granted commuter flights. All 25 commuter flights are expected to be in 
regular service between December 2005 and Spring 2006.” This is the same discussion 
referenced as being “buried” in Section 2.4.2. 

• Section 1.5, Project Objectives, “The key project objective is to provide Airport facilities to 
accommodate the minimum permitted number of flights at the Airport (i.e., 41 commercial 
flights and 25 commuter flights) and the associated number of passengers served on 
those flights, in full compliance with all applicable fire, building, safety codes and other 
applicable standards.” 

• Section 1.6, Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved, “As discussed in Section 
3.6, Noise, the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance provides noise thresholds or “noise 
budgets” for various types of aircraft. While the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance 
provides for a minimum of 25 commuter flights, historically there have been very few 
commuter flight operations. Some members of the community have expressed a concern 
that by providing additional facilities that would serve commuter aircraft, the project would 
encourage commuter operations at the Airport, resulting in greater impacts than currently 
are experienced. Given that commuter aircraft could operate out of the existing facilities, 
market factors rather than provision of additional aircraft gates designed for commuter 
aircraft would have greater influence on whether commuter airlines operate out of the 
Airport. … In recognition of the concern associated with any increase in flight levels over 
current levels, the EIR has addressed the potential impacts associated with the full 
utilization of 25 commuter flights, even though these flights have already been provided 
for as part of the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance and were addressed in the 1995 
environmental documentation for the Ordinance.” 

• Section 1.6, Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved, “In response to this 
concern, a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) has been prepared for the Proposed Project. 
The HRA addresses not only the terminal area improvements, but also the possible 
addition of the 11 commercial carrier flights and the full utilization of the 25 commuter 
flights.” 
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• Section 1.12, Alternatives, the following is provided as part of the description for each of 
the alternatives evaluated, “Other aspects of the project, such as the number of gates, 
aircraft parking and vehicular parking would be the same for Alternative A as for the 
Proposed Project. As with all the alternatives, the EIR evaluates 52 commercial flights 
and 25 commuter flights for Alternative A. These assumptions are constant with all the 
alternatives because the number of flights is not causally related to the project proposed 
facilities improvements, and any impacts would be applicable to all alternatives because 
they could occur without any project-proposed improvements.” 

In Section 2.0, Project Description, there are the following references to commuter flights prior 
to the Section referenced by the commenter: 

• Section 2.2.2, Regulatory Setting, in the summary of the principle terms of the existing 
settlement agreement, “Provide flight activity limits at the Airport of a minimum of 41 
daily airline (commercial) flights and 25 daily commuter flights, assumed to be all Stage 
3 aircraft;” 

The discussion of commuter flights was also included two additional times in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, subsequent to the section referenced by the commenter. This included the 
actual project description (Section 2.5), the discussion of operational considerations (Section 
2.6). 

The opinion of members of the community as to the viability of the Smooth Flight Holdings is 
irrelevant to the analysis in the EIR. The City Council directed that the EIR address the potential 
impacts associated with the commuter flights prior to the application of Smooth Flight Holdings. 
At the time the NOP was issued, there were no commuter flights. This point too was reflected in 
the EIR. The fact is that the provision of the commuter flights is outlined in the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance and can occur with or without the Proposed Project.  

Response 8 

There is a commitment to construct the new facilities to meet high standards for energy 
efficiency and environmental design. The intention is to construct the facilities consistent with 
the LEED standards. LEED, which stands for Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
is ‘based on well-founded scientific standards, LEED standards emphasizes state of the art 
strategies for sustainable site development, water savings, energy efficiency, materials selection 
and indoor environmental quality. LEED standards recognizes achievements and promotes 
expertise in green building through a comprehensive system offering project certification, 
professional accreditation, training and practical resources.’ (U.S. Green Building Council, 
http://www.usgbc.org). Precise methods for accomplishing the LEED standards would be 
determined through project design. Until a design of the terminal facilities is established it is not 
possible to state with certainty which measures would be implemented. The web site for the 
U.S. Green Building Council, (http://www.usgbc.org), which was provided in the EIR, is a good 
resource that identifies the type of measures that can be implemented to obtain the LEED 
certification. A variety of measures and options are available. The web site outlines the rating 
and certification processes. Certification is done at the design or construction stage. 

While LEED does not advocate overbuilding, nor does it require that a facility be designed to 
inadequately accommodate the use being proposed, which for the Proposed Project is provide 
Airport terminal facilities to adequately accommodate the minimum number of flights provided 
for in the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, as well as the number of passengers served by 
those flights. The project design must provide for the following be able to meet all applicable, 
federal, State and local standards including the City’s fire, building, and safety codes. An airport 
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has special space requires to accommodate the special needs of travelers. The size of the 
facility was based on an evaluation of the needs of the travelers, as well as applicable codes. 
The size terminal building for all of the alternatives is substantially less than what was 
recommended by the study conducted as part of scoping. Construction of terminal 
improvements that would not serve the demand and necessitate other improvements or use of 
temporary modular buildings, similar to existing conditions, would not be environmentally 
superior. As indicated in the Draft EIR (page 1-25),  

…based on the Facility Requirements Analysis, Long Beach Municipal Airport76 
study which was prepared during the scoping process, the recommended sizes 
of the facilities to best meet the needs for the passengers, visitors, and tenants 
actually exceeded the square footage allocation of even the Proposed Project. 

Refer to Topical Response 3.1.4 regarding the environmentally superior alternative. 

It should be noted, that the commenter incorrectly infers that the smaller terminal building would 
reduce the impact on previously undeveloped open space (Parcel O). The development of 
Parcel O is associated with the displacement of general aviation aircraft to accommodate the 
aircraft parking spaces. This has nothing to do with LEED standards. 

Provisions for public transit service have been incorporated into the Airport in the future 
development plan. It should be noted that the Airport currently provides Long Beach Transit 
(LBT) access to the Airport and intends to include an accessible, convenient LBT stop in any 
future improvements. The Airport is planning a “ground transportation plaza” as well as other 
changes in traffic circulation to facilitate multiple ground transportation services. The City has 
committed to work with LBT to ensure that transit design guidelines are considered in the design 
of these areas and in the location of LBT bus stop(s). 

Response 9 

The new facilities would be connected to the existing Terminal Building, per TSA requirements. 
The reference to the new construction being setback from the existing building was intended to 
communicate that the existing Terminal Building would not be surrounded on all sides by the 
proposed addition. The existing building would still be distinct from the proposed new space. 
The exhibits showing the relationship of the existing Terminal Building to the proposed additions 
was provided to more fully communicate what is being proposed. 

Response 10 

As indicated in response to Comment 7, above, the City Council directed that the EIR address 
the potential impacts associated with the commuter flights provided for in the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance, which would include accommodating the passengers associated with 
those flights. There was nothing in the Project Description to indicate that the size of the 
concession facilities assumed that commuter passengers would be interested in full meals. 
When sizing the concession facilities, it must be recognized that all passengers are required to 
be at the Airport substantially before their flight to allow sufficient time for security screening and 
that most commercial flights provided limited food service. 

The distribution of flights throughout the day is market driven. Except for provisions of the 
curfew, the City cannot dictate the time of day when the airlines must schedule their operations. 

                                                 
76  HNTB 2004. 
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The City would not be able to have the airlines schedule flights to alleviate peak demand in 
concession areas. 

Response 11 

The concept design provides four areas that would be covered, but open air (not enclosed). 
These are the baggage make-up areas, the ticketing and queuing areas, an area for “meeters 
and greeters,” and the baggage claim area. A covered area for baggage make-up area (where 
the airlines receive screened bags from TSA, which are then sorted and loaded onto baggage 
carts) is needed to protect the screened baggage from the elements. Currently, this area in 
provided for in one of the tents used by TSA. The intention of the project is to eliminate the need 
for tent facilities at the Airport. Leaving baggage out in inclement weather is not a reasonable 
alternative. The ticketing and queuing area, as well as the area for “meeters and greeters,” is 
intended to eliminate congestion in front of the terminal building and provide for protected 
spaces for these uses. Having a designated area for “meeters and greeters” enhances safety. 
This space is most effective outside of the terminal building. The final area, the baggage claim 
area, is currently outside the existing terminal building and was designated as such by the City 
Council when defining the scope of the Proposed Project and alternatives. 

Response 12 

TSA has indicated that the current open-air baggage security screening area is not sufficient 
because of the sensitivity of the equipment being used. TSA has further indicated its 
requirement for a fully enclosed, air-conditioned building for checked baggage screening. These 
requests are memorialized in a document entitled, Transportation Security Administration Space 
Requirements at Long Beach Airport. The in-line baggage conveyors that are currently being 
used are placed within a tent with the equipment placed on pallets to keep them dry. The 
Aviation and Transportation Security Act authorizes TSA to conduct the passenger and 
baggage screening. 

Response 13 

As footnoted in the Draft EIR, the referenced text was taken verbatim from the March 22, 1990 
Memorandum used when the Terminal Building was nominated as a historical landmark. The 
Memorandum was documenting the contribution of McDonnell Douglas and the Douglas Aircraft 
Company’s contribution to the development of the economy of Long Beach since its founding in 
1924. This section has nothing to do with criterion for selecting a terminal improvement. The 
criterion that are cited are the criterion that the Long Beach Cultural Heritage Commission 
considered when evaluating the terminal building for landmark status. Economic factors are not 
used as a consideration in evaluating the Proposed Project or the alternatives. 

The appropriateness of the economic report prepared in 2004 is not relevant to this EIR 
because it was not used as the basis for determining the scope of the project, in the evaluation 
of the project, or as part of any recommendations associated with this EIR. 

Response 14 

Your opinions are noted and have been forwarded to the decision-makers as part of the Final 
EIR. The Cultural Heritage Commission would determine the conformance of the design with 
the Secretary of Interior’s standards at the time of issuance of the Certificate of 
Appropriateness.  
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Response 15 

Page 3.4-7 of the Draft EIR does acknowledge the potential contribution of aerially deposited 
lead associated with use of jet fuel and diesel fuel. It states that elevated concentrations of lead 
are likely to be found in near-surface soil at the Airport, especially in those areas where 
unpaved soil and medians will be disturbed as a result of project grading/construction. As such, 
the standard condition requiring testing of the soil for aerially deposited lead has been applied. 
Should quantities of aerially deposited lead exceed acceptable thresholds, the City shall 
develop a remediation program to dispose of soil material consistent with state and federal 
regulations. It should be noted that testing done in March 2006 for a pavement rehabilitation 
project for Taxiways L and C did not identify lead deposits in excess of standards. The Airport 
took 3 samples at 13 locations for a total of 39 tests samples. The Total Lead ranged from 2.3 to 
29.0 mg/kg. The California Modified Preliminary Remediation Goal is 150 mg/kg and the 
Caltrans' variance with the Department of Toxic Substance Control does not require remediation 
if Total Lead is less than 350 mg/kg. Therefore, so, at 2.3 to 29.0 mg/kg, no remediation for 
aerially deposited lead is required.  

Additionally, it should be noted that the air quality analysis evaluated the potential impact 
associated with lead in air emissions as a criteria pollutant (see Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR). 
The lead specification for 100LL (0.56 g/gal) was used to estimate lead emissions from piston 
aircraft. 

Response 16 

The noise contours do take into account landings and take offs from both directions, as well as 
the military aircraft utilizing the Airport. The methodology for developing the noise contours is 
described on page 3.6-11 of the Draft EIR. Aircraft flight patterns, number of operations, and 
types of aircraft are used to develop the noise contours. 

Response 17 

As discussed on page 3.7-6, staffing levels for airport security, police, fire, paramedic, and TSA 
personnel are tied to the number of passengers and flights served by the Airport. Because the 
Proposed Project would not alter the number of passengers or flights at the Airport, there would 
be no impact on staffing levels. As indicated above, the distribution of flights throughout the day 
is market driven and is not controlled by the City. 

Response 18 

The EIR does not state that the TSA mandates the improvements. The improvements are 
necessary to effectively meet the security requirements imposed by TSA, which includes 
passenger and baggage screening. Space and facilities must be provided to accommodate the 
employees and equipment associated with the security screening. Given the sensitivity of the 
equipment that is used for the screening, the current conditions are not adequate for long-term 
operations.  

Response 19 

The flight assumptions for the Optimized Flights Scenario are presented in the Draft EIR on 
pages 3.6-12 through 3.6-14. For purposes of analysis, it was assumed that all new flights 
would be distributed throughout day according to the present distribution of flights, with reduced 
night operations. It assumed the airlines would continue to use the current fleet mix and operate 
within current markets. Therefore, it is a reasonable assumption that without any improvements 
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to the existing facilities, that there would be additional congestion with the No Project Alternative 
as the Airport attempts to serve the additional 850,000 annual passengers associated with the 
Optimized Flights without providing any physical improvements. It is not reasonable to assume 
that flights at the Airport would be evenly distributed throughout the day to avoid peak hour 
demands on facilities. As indicated above, the distribution of flights throughout the day is market 
driven. The occurrences of peaks in flight activity can be found at all airports. The airlines 
respond to the times that passengers want to fly. Except for provisions of the curfew, the City 
cannot dictate the time of day when the airlines must schedule their operations. 

Response 20 

As discussed above, the distribution of flights throughout the day is market driven. Just as 
freeways and roadways experience peak hour demands due to driver demand, the Airport 
experiences peak hour in flight demand. There is no indication that Jet Blue or any other airline 
has manipulated scheduling to make the Airport look inadequate. The occurrences of peaks in 
flight activity can be found at all airports.  

Response 21 

A review of the trip generation rates used in the analysis demonstrates that some ride-sharing, 
transit use, or shuttle services are being used at the Airport. As noted in the Draft EIR on page 
3.8-3, the trip generation of 1.77 daily trips per passenger expresses the trips with regards to the 
number of daily trips per passenger, but factors in employee trips and delivery trips as well. As 
indicated above, the Airport currently provides Long Beach Transit access to the Airport and 
intends to include an accessible, convenient LBT stop in any future improvements. The 
proposed improvements would provide for a “ground transportation plaza” as well as other 
changes in traffic circulation to facilitate multiple ground transportation services.  

The construction traffic analysis provided for a worse case peak-hour traffic analysis, which 
assumed up to 50 peak hour trips. No specific parking assumptions were made for the 
construction trips. It is assumed that the construction-related parking would occur within the 
construction area or in a designed area on the Airport.  

Response 22 

The City's Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance, LBMC 16.43, Section 16.43.090 A, 
established and defined the role and responsibility of the General Aviation Noise Committee 
(GANC). The commenter is correct that several years ago the group changed their working 
name to the Aviation Noise Abatement Committee (ANAC). Per the Ordinance, this committee 
is not mandatory and the decision to organize such a committee is at the discretion of the 
Airport's General Aviation Owner/Operators. Their stated purpose is “to encourage voluntary 
noise abatement efforts.”  

Response 23 

The noise contours do take into account landings and take offs from both directions, as well as 
the military aircraft utilizing the Airport. The methodology for developing the noise contours is 
described on page 3.6-11 of the Draft EIR. Aircraft flight patterns, number of operations, and 
types of aircraft are used to develop the noise contours. 
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Response 24 

Your comment is noted. Exhibit 2-4 is identified as the generalized location of the terminal 
improvements. Parcel O is the location for the relocation of general aviation tie-down spaces. 
The location of Parcel O is depicted in Exhibit 2-7. Exhibit 2-3 depicts the location of the 
terminal area, as well as Parcel O. This provides the reader perspective of two locations where 
improvements are proposed. 

Response 25 

Your comment is noted. An exhibit is provided at the end of these responses to comments that 
depict the maximum 14 aircraft parking spaces.  

Response 26 

Discussion of the visual aspects of the project, including a line of site drawing for the parking 
structure is provided in Attachment A of these responses to comments. 

Response 27 

The Final Protocol for Conducting an Air Quality Impact Analysis and Human Health Risk 
Assessment for the Long Beach Airport (Draft EIR, Appendix C, Attachment A), was reviewed 
and approved by the SCAQMD, the agency with expertise in this area. There is further 
discussion of the methodology for the air quality analysis in Topical Response 3.1.5. 
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